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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: . 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-4 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Peterson et al. (5986712), (hereinafter referred to as "Peterson"). 

Regarding claims 1-2 and 27, Peterson discloses an apparatus that 
controls the bit rate for partitions or stripes of video pictures (Peterson: column 
1 , lines 7-10). This apparatus comprises "maintaining a budget of a number of 
processing cycles that are available at a processor to process the data" 
(Peterson: figure 3, column 3, lines 40-42, wherein the budget is the target 
number of bits, the processing cycles is a function of the bits, i.e., the higher the 
number of bits, the more processing cycles that are required, the processor is the 
stripe encoder), "maintaining an estimate of the number of processing cycles 
required by the processor to process the video data" (Peterson: column 4, lines 
1-7, wherein the estimate is the actual number), "providing the video data to the 
processor" (Peterson: figure 2, wherein the global rate controller supplies the 
video, the processor is the encoder), "wherein the processor operates in a 
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plurality of modes and selects one of the modes for processing each frame 
according to a relationship between the number of budgeted cycles and the 
estimated number of cycles" (Peterson: column 5, lines 24-67, column 6, lines 1- 
9, wherein the mode is the process of allocating extra bits to encoders that need 
them and taking extra bits away from encoders that don't need them. This is 
done by calculating differences between the target, or budgeted* and estimated, 
or actual, number of bits as illustrated in columns 5-1 0 for each frame where the 
frames are the I, P, and B frames). 

Regarding claim 3, Peterson discloses "the estimated number of required 
cycles is updated after each frame is processed" (Peterson: figure 3, column 6, 
lines 23-32, wherein the estimated number is the actual number, which is 
computed after processing). 

Regarding claim 4, Peterson discloses "the number of budgeted cycles is 
updated after each frame is processed" (Peterson: figure 3, item 301 , wherein 
the budgeted cycles is the target, which is computed or updated for each new 
picture). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 5-1 0 and 1 4-1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peterson et al. (5986712), (hereinafter referred to as "Peterson") in 
view of Tabatabai et al. (5686964), (hereinafter referred to as Tabatabai"). 

Regarding claims 5 and 14-17, Peterson differs from claims 5 and 14-17 in 
that claims 5 and 14-17 further require requantization, full transcoding, and 
bypass modes as claimed. Tabatabai teaches that selecting between modes is 
well known in the art as indicated by the prior art label of figure 3 (Tabatabai: 
figure 3, wherein the bypass mode is the top most switch position which 
bypasses motion compensation and requantization, the full transcoding mode is 
the bottom switch position which performs motion compensation, and the 
requantization mode is the middle switch position which performs requantization 
but no motion compensation. By selecting a mode for an I or P frame, all 
subsequent I and P frames would have the same mode applied to them as the 
original I or P frame). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the apparatus 
disclosed by Peterson and add the mode selection taught by Tabatabai in order 
to obtain an apparatus that more efficiently codes a frame by being able to select 
the mode desired. 

Regarding claim 6, Peterson discloses "the number of budgeted cycles 
and the estimated number of cycles are provided for remaining frames of a GOP" 
(Peterson: column 1 1 , lines 21-54, wherein the estimate is the actual, and the 
budgeted is the target or nominal). 
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Regarding claim 7, Peterson discloses "the estimated number of cycles 
associated with a current video frame is responsive to an actual number of cycles 
consumed for at least one previous frame" (Peterson: column 9, lines 10-24, 
wherein S t is the actual number for the previous frame). 

Regarding claim 8, Peterson discloses "storing the frames in a buffer 
associated with the respective processor prior to processing the frames" 
(Peterson: column 5, lines 36-37, wherein the buffer is the VBV buffer). 
Although not disclosed, the buffer could comprise a "smoothing buffer" (Official 
Notice). Doing so would have been obvious since smoothing buffers provide a 
constant bit rate output. 

Regarding claim 9, Peterson discloses "the processor is in a multi- 
processor device" (Peterson: figure 2, wherein the processors are the encoders). 

Regarding claim 10, Tabatabai discloses "the different modes have 
different computational intensities" (Tabatabai: figure 3, wherein the modes 
which utilize motion compensation would have a greater computational intensity 
than the modes which do not perform motion compensation). 
5. Claims 1 1-12, 18, and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peterson et al. (5986712), (hereinafter referred to as "Peterson"), in 
view of Ozkan (5838686). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , as applied to claim 1 , although Peterson does show a 
plurality of channels, these channels are different from the channels as claimed 
(Peterson: figure 2, wherein the channels are the paths connecting the GRC to 
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the encoders). Ozkan teaches that in order to maximize efficiency and utilization 
of a link, it is desirable to share the link among multiple video channels (Ozkan: 
column 1, lines 17-21). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the apparatus 
disclosed by Peterson and add the plurality of channels taught by Ozkan in order 
to obtain an apparatus that efficiently transfers data between two points. 

Regarding claims 12 and 18, Peterson discloses "for each channel, 
determining if there is a cycle deficit associated with a current frame based on a 
carried over cycle deficit, if any, from a previous frame, and a difference 
between: an actual number of cycles used for the previous frame and the 
number of budgeted cycles for the current frame of the channel" (Peterson: 
column 5, lines 53-67 - column 6, lines 1-22, wherein the cycle deficit is 
indicated by the difference yielding a negative result). 

Regarding claim 20, Peterson discloses "the processing cycle deficit is 
used in determining the estimated number of cycles" (Peterson: column 6, lines 
1-16, wherein the estimated number is the actual number, the cycle deficit 
determines the bit allocation between the encoders which then yields the actual 
or estimated number of cycles used). 

Regarding claim 21 , Peterson discloses "the cycle deficit is associated 
with the remaining frames of a GOP of video" (Peterson: column 8, lines 22-67, 
wherein the association is calculating the number of remaining frames and then 
processing them using the cycle deficit). 
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Regarding claim 22, Peterson discloses "the selected mode for the current 
frame is based on whether cycle deficit exceeds a predetermined level" 
(Peterson: column 5, lines 24-67, column 6, lines 1-9, wherein the mode is the 
process of allocating extra bits to encoders that need them and taking extra bits 
away from encoders that don't need them. This is done by calculating 
differences between the target, or budgeted, and estimated, or actual, number of 
bits as illustrated in columns 5-10, wherein the predetermined level is 0. Once a 
deficit is detected, (greater or less than 0), bits are automatically allocated). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 13,19, and 23-26 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 



US-6639942 


10-2003 


Bayazit, Ulug 


US-6690833 


02-2004 


Chiang et al. 


US-61 92081 


02-2001 


Chiang et al. 


US-20030007563 


01-2003 


Ryu, Chul 


US-5563884 


10-1996 


Fimoff et al. 


US-6408096 


06-2002 


Tan, Thiow Keng 


US-6671320 


12-2003 


Beacken et al. 



Application/Control Number: 09/665,372 
Art Unit: 2613 



Page 8 



US-61 08380 



08-2000 



Miyaji et al. 



US-6037985 



03-2000 



Wong, Yiwan 



US-5764296 



06-1998 



Shin, Jae-seob 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dave Czekaj whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3418. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9 hours. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (703) 305-4856. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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